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have been valid divisions under the Act just passed. A 1869
great part of these, however, would have been valid under
the Act, especially in the case of tenants who have at any
time made an admission of their having no rights of
occupancy, which I .perceive they did in 19,000 out of the
46,000 cases, and I agree with you in profoundly distrusting
these admissions ; not only for the very sufficient reasons
stated by you in Council, nor only from the great pro-
bability that the admissions were often obtained by unfair
means, but also from the little value which the natives of
India habitually attach to admissions against their own
interest, because they have not been accustomed to expect
that they will be held bound by them*

Except the exclusion of so large a number of cases
from its benefits, I do not see much to complain of in the
terms of the compromise established by the new Act, The
distinction between Khoodkaust ryots and Pyekaust ryots
is familiar to all administrators of Northern India, the
former being understood to have an inherited right of
occupancy of ancient date, while the latter belong to
families who have arrived at a comparatively late period
and remained on tolerance ; though I am not sure that the
Pyekaust ryots are always strictly tenants at will. Sup-
posing, then, that all are allowed rights of occupancy who
have a just claim to them, then, when there is no evidence
of a right to hold at a fixed rent, it seems as much as they
could expect that their rent should be fixed by law at
15 per cent, less (your letter by a lapsus calami says 15 per
cent, more) than the rent paid by tenants who have no
right of occupancy. It is, however, a defect that while
there is a power given to the proprietor to buy out, on
certain terms of compensation, the rights of the tenant, the
Act gives no power to the tenant to buy out the rights of
the landlord. As was well said in the discussion, this is as
if the English Copyhold Commission, instead of enabling
the copyholder to redeem the legal claim of the lord of the
manor, had empowered the lord to turn out the copy-
holder for a compensation. This omission in the Act
admits of being corrected by subsequent legislation- But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which I was standing.
